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‘B3 JAMES ORD
GEORGE IV.’S SON?

an Sequel to Mrs. Fitz-
herbert’s Romance,

JISTERY OF THREE LANDS.

mel

tence That Some Americans Ate
Bl ; King’s Descendants.

That May He Settled by the
papers Long Hidden in Coutts’s Bank
i Lendon and Opened the Other Day
—Faots That Indicate That Mrs. Fitz.
perbert Had & Son by Her Marriage
#ith the Prince Regent and That He
was Confided to Obscure Folks, Whe
Teok Him First te Spain and Then
(o Amerioa—James Ord’s Powerfal
Friends, Though He Was Reputed te
po of Humble Birth—Evidenoce Col-
jested by Ills Descendants as to His
parentage— Bellef That Seoret Was
Known to Jesuits— A Strange History.

ing George IV. have & gon by Mrs.
rt:fefber‘t. and was that son James Ord,
o came to America in 1700 and died in
) Are the descendants of James Ord
s descendants of the royal Georges of
pgland or of poor people from the East
nd of London?
| mass of data, painstakingly collected
y & grandchild of James Ord anq placed
the disposal of THE SUN constitutes a
Min of circumstantial evidence intended to
pplyan affirmative answer to these ques-
ons. The story thus revecled reads like
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MES ORD, SUPPOSED BON OF THE PRINCE

REGENT AND MRS, FITZHERBERT,

romance, but leaves the verdict to be
ermined by the individual opinions and
ojudices of the readers.
Tnsparing of time and expense, this de-
ndant of James Ord collected every ob-
nable scrap of evidence in America, in
hin, in the East End and the Weat End of
padon, in Rome, approaching even the
peral of the Jesuits himself. Birth cer-
fates, marriage certificates, odd scraps of
tere in the chirography of the eighteenth
ptury, yellow with age, priceless posaes-
o6 of the Ord family, form largely the
i of the narrative that follows.
The object of the collector in allowing
data to be published is largely to con-
dict & great many inaccurate statements
de at one time or another by various
llaters] descendants of James Ord. Re-
i tly, in particular, when it was cabled
om London on November 10 that a box of

. Fitzherbert's papers deposited more
nseventy years ago in the bank of Coutta
(o.in London had been opéned, a Chicago
mber of the Ord family stated that he

4 heir not only to the British throne, but
tlarge fortune to boot.

NOT HEIRS TO THE BRITISH CROWN.

This beir forgot the important point of
imogeniture which obtains in England.

it the children of Pacificus Ord, the eldest

 of James Ord, recognize perfeotly the
that no child of Mrs. Fitzherbert and

e Prince of Wales (as Goorge IV. was
0 he married her) can have any legal
it to the Rritish erown because of the

Marriage Act.

They are aware that no fortune awaite
andants of Mrs. Fitzherbert, because
bad no entailed estate and her per-

piaty she hequeathed to her adopted
ighter, Minnie Seymour, afterward Lady

\Won Damer. They do not even main-
4 that the documents they hold prove
wé Ord to have been a son of Mrs. Fitz-
brt's marriage with the Prince Regent.
¥y only believe them to be strong circum-

tilial evidence, and they point out that
Iesults, renowned for disoretion and
Wracy, have published it as a fact that

Ord was the offspring of Mrs. Fitz-

and George 1V,

to what does all this evidence at
d point? To this: The child of Mrs,

Wdrbert and George IV., assuming that

w8 Was a ohild, wes turned over to a

0 in humble circumstances, a member

& East Fnd family who had lost her
ohild, and who was then despatched
ber charge to Bpain, and subsequently

Amgrica,

THE PRINCE REGENT.
4 word about George IV. Thaokeray
° B0 admiration for him. He took
k in the Prince's alleged friendship
‘ le?;h men as Bheridan, Burke and
ox,
Hls natural companions were dandies
 erasites,” said Thackeray.
o could talk to a tailor or a cook, but
equal of great statesmen, to set up a
ure ol:‘zy weak, indolent, besotted,
imd vanity, and levity inourable—

. ;

([ A2 women I suppose are as false and

ln their dealings with such a character

« Bhall we take the Leporello part,

' & catalogue of the conquests of

‘7:7'\1 Don Juan, and tell the names

“mm()o? whom one after the

rge flung his pooket

0" What purpose would it

fay how Perdita was pursued,

v and by whom suoceeded?

.;:ln knowing that he did actually

A . Fitzherbert according to the

the Roman Catholio Church, that

Bartlage settlements have been seen

{ London, that the names of the witnesses
i h.ﬂ'hn are known?"*

Thackeray. But Mrs, Fitsherbert's

e .

friends and Catholio ocoreliglonists saw
& great deal of good in knowing that mar-
ried she actually was, although the cere-
mony was performed by & Church of Eng-
land olergyman, not strictly acocording
to the rites of the Roman Catholio Churoh.

MRS, FITZHERBRRT TWIOS A WIDOW,

Mrs, Fitzherbert came of an old English
Catholioc family and was the daughter of
Walter Bmythe, Esq., of Bambridge, Hants,
Mary Anne Bmythe was born in July, 175¢,
and married in July, 1776, to Edward Weld,
Eaq., of Lulworth Castle, Dorsetshire,

Her husband died within the year and in
1778 she married Thomas Fitzherbert, Eaq.
of Bwinnerton, Stafford. Three years
later this hushand also died, and before
she was 26 Mre, Fitzherbert was for the
seoond time a widow.

“Mrs. Fitzherbert,”" Lord Stourton, her
friend and relative,tells us in & poathumoualy
published narrative, “was first acquainted
with the Prince when residing on Richmond
Hill, and soon became the object of his
most ardent attentions, During this period
she was made the subject of a popular ballad
which designated her under the title of
the ‘SBweet Lass of Richmond Hill':

I would crowns resign to call her mine,

Sweet lass of Richmond HIil.

“She was then the widow of Mr. Fitz-
herbert, in possession of an independent
inoome of nearly £2000 a year, admired
and caressed by all who were aocquainted
with her, It is not therefore surprising
that she resisted, with the utmost anxiety
and firmness, the flattering assiduities of
the most accomplished Prince of his age,
She was well aware of the gulf that yawned
beneath those flattering demonstrations of
royal adulation.”

VIGOROUS COURTSHIP OF THE PRINCE,

But monarchs, Sir Walter Scott has it,
seldom sigh in vain, “The most acoom-
plished Prince of his age” resorted to a
curious form of attack.

One evening Keit, the royal surgeon,
Lord Onslow, Lord Southampton and Mr.
Edward Bouverie came to Mrs. Fitzher-
bert's house in a great state of perturba-
tion and told her that the life of the Prince
was in the greatest danger—that he had
stabbed himself-—and that only her im-
mediate presence would save him. Mrs.
Fitzherbert resisted and declined to enter
Carlton House alone under any ciroum-
atances, but finally ylelded on condition
that no less a lady than the Duchess of
Devonehire should accompany her.

She found the Prince pale and covered
| with blood. “The Prince told her,” goes on
| Lord Stourton, “that nothing would induce
| him to live unlesa she promised to becomne
his wife, and permitted him to put a ring
round her finger.

“They returned to Devonshire Housa.
A deposition was drawn up of what had oo-
curred and signed and sealed by each one
of the party, and, for all she knew to the
contrary, might still be there. On the
next day she left the country, sending a
letter to Lord Southampton, protesting
against what had taken place, as not being
then a free agent. She retired to Aix-la-
ClLapelle, and afterward to Holland.”

But that was nothing to the Prince.
| Courier after courier was despatched to
| the Lasaof Richmond Hill, until finally she
consented to return.

THE MARRIAGE.

“Immediately after her return,” con-
! tinues the narrative, “she was married to
| the Prince according to the rites of the
Catholiec Church in this country; her uncle,
| Harry Errington, and her brother, Jack
| Smytire, being witnesses to the contract,
| along with the Protestant clergyman who
| officiated at the ceremony. No Roman
Catholic priest officiated.

“A certificate of this marriage is extant in
the handwriting of the Prince, and with his
signature and that of Mary Fitzherbert.
The witnesses' names were added; but at
the earnest request of the parties, in a time
of danger, they were afterward cut out by
Mrs. Fitzherbert herself, with her own scis-
sors, tosave thera from the peril of the law.

“This she afterward regretted; but a
letter of the Prince on her return to him
has been preserved to supply the deficiency,
in which he thanks God that the witnesses
to their union were atill living; and, more-
over, the létter of the officiating clergyman
is still preserved, together with another
document with the signature and seal, but
not in the handwriting of the Prince, in
which he repeatedly terms her his wife.”

THE BECRETS AT COUTTS'S BANK.

80 much for the marriage. The subse-
quent vicissitudes of Mrs. Fitzherbert, her
separations from the Prince when new
favorites appeared, her subsequent re-
unions with him, her grief when he married

joy when he returned to her do not partio.
ularly concern us herée. At all events,
after the death of George IV., June 26, 1880,
the royal family, and particularly Willlam
1V,, were most kind to her.

“Upon her placing in his [King William's]
hands the doouments which have been
preserved in justification of her character,
and especially the oertificate of her mar-
riage, and another interesting and most
affecting paper, this amiable Sovereign was
moved {o tears by their perusal, and expressed
his eurprise at so much forbearance with
such documents in her possession and under
the preasure of such long and severe trials.”

Later it was agreed that the Duke of
Wellington, as executor for George 1v.,
Mrs. Fitzherbert and her friends, Lord
Albemarle and Lord Stourton, should go
over all papers and correspondence be-
tween Mrs. Fitzherbert and the King and
destroy all papers except such as Mrs.
Fitzherbert should wish to keep. And
these, it was decided, were to be sealed
under the seals of the Duke of Wellington,
Sir Willlam Enighton, the Earl of Albe-
marle and Lord Stourton, and deposited in
the bank of Coutts & Co.

This was done on August 24, 1888. Here
is & list of the papers kept and piaced at
Coutta's:

1. The mortgage on the palace at Brighton
{securing{Mrs. Fitzberbert an annulty of £6,000,
gift of the royal family].

cember 21, 1785,

8. Letter from the King, relating to the mar-
riage [slgned George 1V.].

4. Wil written by the late King [George
1V.].
5 Momorandum written by Mre. Fite-
herbert attached to a letter written by the
olergyman who performed the marriage oere-
mony.

WAS THERE A BON.

Very shortly after the depositing of these
papers Lord Btourton wrote to Lord Albe-
marle:

“Under the propitious auspioes of your
Lordship, I oonfidently anticipated the
favorable issue to which you have brought
Mrs. Fitzherbert's concerna, and Iam happy
to hear that she is satiafled with the result.
I think Mrse. Fitzherbert retains every-
thing essential to her character and prop-
erty

*With respeot to the agreement whioh
your Lordship bas enclosed, I would only
suggest one circumstance, that, as the
marriage, however fllegal, is oonsidered
by our Church as valid, whether Mrs. Fite-
herbert might not be advisc! to write at
the back of the certificate, . o issue from
this marrlage. Witness my hand,
M. Fehert.'*

Whether or not this was done and whether

Princess Caroline of Brunswick, and her

2. The oertificate of marriage dated De- ’

i

" PHE SUN,

SUNDAY,

e

Mrs. Fitzherbert wrote that there had pr ,
had not been issue from her marriage
with Xing George is one of the seorets
contained in the documents at Coutts's.

In 1841, some years after Mrs. Fitzherbert's
death, we find Lord Stourton writing again:

“1 do not feel satiafled that we have done
everything required till 1 am oognizant |
of the nature of the document signed &
in our memorandum, said to contaln a |
memorandum written by Mra. Fitsherbert,
attached to a letter written by the olergy-
man who performed the marriage oere-
mony.

“Of all the documentary papers, [ consider
this probably the most important; partiou-

larly If Iam correct in the notion that this ¢ arroll, by the way, was in 1771 appointed |

MRS. FITZHF.RRE{?T.

wrote from Port Royal under date of May
3, 1782, to his brother James, saying that he
has been made master's mate and announo-
ing a viotory of Admiral Rodney's.

Robert Foulthrop Ord, also a seaman,
writes to his mother from on board H. M, 8,
Meroury, at St. Helena, also hoping for
prize money, in much the same fashion as
John, He died intestate in 1788,

POWERFUL FRIENDS OF AN OBSCURE FAMILY.

Does it seem likely, the descendants of
James Ord ask, that men like John Carroll,
afterward Archbishop of Baltimore, would
take unusual interest in a child coming from
4o obacure and simple a family? John

memorandum contains Mrs. Fitzherbert's | tutor to Lord Stourton, who figures in this

testimony that no issue arose from this
marriage.

“I had myself, previously to this arrange-
ment, taken the liberty to counsel .\h‘r-.!

Fitzherbert to leave some evidence in her | the Pope

own handwriting as to thé circumstances of

no issue arising from this connection, and | Lord Stourton and the Weld family.

| story and who afterward married the sister
lof Mr

Edward Weld, Mrs. Fitzherbert's
first husband,

When the Jesuit order was suppressed by
in 1774, Father Carroll continued
toreside in Eogland with the Farl of Arundel,

It is

had adviged it being noted with her own | certain he knew well Mrs. Fitzherbert, the

signature at the back of the certificate.
this she amilingly objected, on the ecore of !
delicacy.

“Can it be," asks the descendant of James |

To | then Mrs, \Weld

When, in 1789, Father Carroll was ap-
pointad first Catholic Bishop In the United
States, he went to England for his conse-

Ord, “that an old woman who had been | eration, and that ceremony took place on

thrice married, particularly in pre-Victorian |

August 15, 1790, in the chapel of Lulworth

days, would feel delicacy about a thing | Castle, Dorset, the home of Thomas Weld,

like that?”
THE ORD FAMILY

And now we leave royalty and the peerage
and go over to the East End of London, tg
8t. George's parish and to Wapping, the
abode of small tradesmen, of ship chandlersa
and seafaring men.

In the year 1776 we find one Robert Ord
and his wife, Helen, Roman Catholics,
dwelling in the parish of St. George's in
the East, London.

In August, 1778, Mrs. Ord, then a widow,
was living at 15 Green Bank, near Wapping
Church, London. At this time there were
three daughters, Helen (Nelly), Mary (Polly)
and Elizabeth, and three sons, John, Robert
Foulthrop and James,

Helen Ord married one Andrew Begg,
August 1, 1794; Elizabeth Ord was a mar-

ried woman in 1782, though the name of |

her husband is unknown, and Mary Ord,
with whom alone this narrative is con-
cerned, was married at the Church of St.

George in the East on July 4, 1785, to a rela- |

tive named Ralph Ord of the parish of St.
Botolph's, Aldersgate.
MARY ORD'S SON.

On April 9, 1786, the register of haptisms
of the church of 8t. Mary and St. Michael
Commercial Road, East, shows that Jamea
Ord, son of Ralph and Mary Ord., was
baptized by the (C'atholic priest M. E.
Coen.

Diligent search of the recorda fails to |
show any further trace of this child, not
aven a record of his death. The descen-
dants of the American Jamea Ord, who-
ever he wis, believe that the child died
very shortly after his birth.

Ralph Ord, the father, probably also diad
shortly after his marriage. His death
also fails to appear on any records thus
far discovered. But it i8 known that he
had been by occupation a wood carver.

Further records show, it may be stated |
here, that the Mary Ord mentioned above

| and lame of his right knea.”

| brother-in-law of Mrs. Fitzherbert.

But, to return to the Ord family, we find

PACTFICUS ORD, ELDEST SON OF JAMES ORD.
a cortificate sh owing that James Ord was
on May 19, 1779, discharged from the British
navy, at the age of 40, for having “an asthma
James there-
after resided with his mother at 15 Green
Bank, Wapping.

On August 1, 1784, we find he witnessed
in London the mariiage of his sister Helen
to Andrew Begg, and between June and

| October, 1785, he was at Folkestone fitting

ont the cutter Diligence, the property of
Meaars. Martinez, Martinez & Malo, mer-
chants, 20 Great Winchester street, L.ondon,
James was master of the Diligence. It was
during that time that his sister Mary was

died in Norfolk, Va., about October 30, | married to Ralph Ord.

1702, and Helen Ord, Mary's mother, widow |
of Robert Ord, died in the same place |
October 21, 1701,
THE ORDS COMMON SEAMEN.
The three sons were all common seamen

SUDDEN CHANGE IN THE ORD FORTUNES,

Some time after November 26, 1785,
probahly ahout Decermber 12, 1786, James
left the Thames with the Diligence for
Giravesend, and thence took her to Corufia

'NOVEMBER 26, 1905. _ . | |

i %
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in the oapacity of dook yard inspector, at
a salary of £200, The English Ambassador
at Madrid at this period was Allyne Fita-
herbert, brother in law of Mrs, Fitzherbert,

PRINOE OF WALRS GOT HIM THE PLACE.

James Ord appears to have arrived at
Bilbao some time prior to November 6, 1780,
for a letter to him from the Prime Minlater,
dated November 26, 1788, acknowledges the
receipt of his two letters of November ¢ and
10, The Prime Minister congratulates him
on hissealand ability and tells him that he
will not trouble him to write by every mall,
but only when he shall consider it neces-
sary.

And why this great interest in and oourtesy
to an obsoure seafaring man from Wap-
ping on the part of the Prime Minister, of
Spain? Bacause, as James Ord informed
the Rev. William Matthews of Georgetown
('olloge, Washington, years afterward, the
position had been prooured for him by the
Prince of Wales. )

A letter dated December 22, 1780, from a
Spanish friend of Jamee's, expresses the
hope that he s in good health and in the com-
pany of hismother, his sister and his nephew,
On the records this is the first and only
mention of a child while they were in Spaln.
In a letter from a Mr. Joy Castle, which
James received from England, his mother
and sister are mentionad, but there is no
reference to any child.

THE ORDS COME TO AMERICA.

The next we hear of Ord and his little
family they are in Norfolk, Va. There
seems small doubt that they salled on the
ahip SBampeon which left Gravesend Ooto-
ber 9, 1790, and arrived in Baltimore on
elther December 7 or December 8,

The first documentary evidence we find
is a receipt for house rent from March 8,
1701, to July 21, 1701, This is undated, but
items of an acoount beginning July 22,
1701, are dated at Norfolk.

James Ord brought with him to America
his mother, Helen; his sister, Mary Ord, and
Mary's reputed child, a boy about 4 years
old, who was also known as James Ord.
Helen died October 21, 1791, and Mary Ord
preaumab y in 1762.

PRIEST ARKS ABOUT “THE" CHILD.
The Rev. M. E. Coen, in writing from

pressed surprise at James's having left

Spain, “especially as he could not learn the
| cause of it."”
| of the death of the mother of James Ord,
and wishes to know how his sister is, “and
whether the child be living.”

Mr. Coen is the only corredpondent from
England who mentions a child.

Practically from the time of his arrival in
America James Ord was employed by John
Brent of Norfolk until December 30, 1800.
After that, through the influenoe of Robert
Brent, a paymaster in the United States
Navy, James was appointed a naval oon-
structor at the Washington Navy Yard,
which post he held until his death on Octo-
ber 12, 1810.

And now we have done with poor James
Ord, once of Wapping, and we pass on to
the narrative of the other James Ord, the
reputed nephew of the first James Ord,
the mysterious child who reemed always
on the verge of learning some secret re-
lating to hiz birth, but was left in the end
to flounder with nothing more than cir-
cumstantial evidence.

The narrative of this James Ord, who
. died in Omaha in 1873, i= a summary of

statements made at four different times
to his children, and by them these state-
menta were preserved with all possible
8ECTOCY .,

The granddaughter in the direct line
of James Ord, who is now in possession
of all the documents, beliaves that the
time for secraov is over. She is in th»
hope that publication may elicit oorre-
spondence that will tend to clear up the
points that remain obscure. The follow-
{ng is the narrative of James Ord II:

NARBATIVE OF JAMES OKD IIL

“I have always been known by the name
of James Ord. My first recollections are
of living in the city of Norfolk, Virginia,
with & man by name James Ord, and his
glster, Mary Ord. who were recognized
by me as uncle and mother respectively.
Their mother, Helen Ord, widow of Robert
Ord, was also one of the family.

“Helen Ord died at Great Bridge in

October, 1791. I have no recollection
whatever of her., Mary Ord, whom [ was
taught to call mother, diad in Norfolk about
@ year or two afterward. My only recol-
Jeotion is going in a boat to her funeral at
Great Bridge, near Norfolk, and reeing
| her coffin. 1 was told that the name of
| her deceased hushand was Ralph Ord.
i “Jamea Ord, my reputed unala and his
| mother and sister were English people
| and camse to the United States from Bilbao,
| Spain, in 1780. They landed at Norfolk,
i Va. They brought me with them, and I
! believe 1 was about 4 years of age at
| the time. I have often heard my uncle
say that I was brought a tender infant
from England to Bilbao. Spain, and that I
| never saw my father or sicked the breast
of my mother.”

The account goes on to relate that James
Ord I. told him that in Spain he had had
an attendant to teach him Spanish and &
female nurse and that the old taciturn
Jamee Ord rarely apoke of his relatives in
England.

About, the year 1786 or 1706 the John
Brents left Norfolk for their old home at
Port Tobaooco, Md., the two Ords ace

TABLE SHOWING THFE DESCENDANTS IN THE UNITED STATFES OF JAMES ORD AND THEIR RELATIONSHIF TO THE ROYAL FAMILY OF FNGLAND
ON THT SUPPOSITION THAT JAMES ORD WAS THE SON OF THE PRINCE RRAENT, AFTERWARD GROROK 1V,
AND MRS, FITZHERBERT, AND NOT THE RON OF RALPH AND MARY ORD.

Mre Fitzherbert—George 1V .-

George 111

Sophia Charlotte of Mecklenburg-Strelits.

|

Caroline of Brunswick
|

Princess Chariotta,

James Ord—Rebeoca R. Cresap

Prederek, Duke of York,  Wiliam 1V.
Aled 1827

Rdward, Duke of Eent -~
Vietoris of Saxe - Coburg.

Queen Victoria—Prince Albert

King Fdward V1t

'acificus OrnJ——-bmnn Poge
1816-1900.

1 |
i |
James L, Ord, Robert B, O ¥ L
"ino.u . 1820-68. ) %’Z’m iw
Major-Gen.H. 0.0,0rd, PlacidusOrzd, Willam M. Ord, Holl i
& aoaer TRk S

Mary - Bllzabeth er—Alberl Preston.
Born 1851,

Joseph Paolficus (er-—ﬂuun Vanderposl.
Rorn 1862

Alberta Preston—T, L. Peters.
Borny 1871,

Alborta Poters.
Born 1504,

Pacifious Ord Preston—Franoes J, Conyerse
Bora 1874,

Mary Ord Preston.
Born 1004,

in the British navy and were unmarried. |
Their lettere show them to be ordinary |
sailors, almost illiterate, of the type familiar |
to readers of “Treasure Island.” This point
should be borne in mind, for lacer, when we
find the most prominent and most culti-
vated Cathollos in Amerioa taking an amaz-
ingly warm interest in one who is appar-
ently a child of this family of humble folk, |
it may help to explain the reason.

John Ord died at the hospital of Port
Royal, Jamaioca, April 19, 1783, bequeathing
all his property to his mother by a duly
probated will. A yegr before his death he

and Bilbao, in Spain. On April 8 he waa
at Corufie, and on May 8, again at Bilbao.
On May 20, he was back in London and
settled his account with the owners of the
Diligenoce.

Then, quite suddenly, the fortunes of
James turned and he found himself deal-
ing not with seamen and ship-owners, but
with Ambassadors and Prime Ministers.

On August 28, 1788, James Ord signed
an agreement with the Spanish Ambassador
in London, by order of the S8panish Prime
Minister, Count Florida Blanoa, to serve
the King of Spain for a period of four years

companying them. After some further
acocounts of schooling in the region young
Ord went to live with Mr. Notley Young
on his eatate, called Non Buch, near Wash-
ington.

“IF YOU HAD YOUR RIQHTS."

On April 12, 1800, the boy was placed at
the Jesuit College, Georgetown, D. C, of
which the Rev. Leonard Neale was then
president.

To resume James Ord's narrvative:

*Although I always called James Ord
undle, I knew that I was only his nephew

He expresses regret to hear |

funtil 1811,
town College as a member of the Jesuit

London on July 16, 1792, to James Ord, ex- |

| hands of the ('hief Fxecntive of the United
| States after throwing up his commiseion in
| the navy?

by adoption. He told me this in answer
to & question about my birth,

“I had heard my playmates disoussing
thelr birthdays, and it ocourred to me
that I did not know mine, so I asked my
unole the next day while we were out walk-
ing. He sald:

“‘I do not know, James, if you had your
rights in England you would be some-
thing very great. God forgive those who
have wronged you.'

“These words, and the manner in which
they were sald, made a lasting impreasion
on my youthful mind, although ¥ was too
young to fully understand their purport.

“While I was at Georgetown College
I asked my uncle for an explanation of the
aingular statement he had once made to
me that I was not his nephew, but all he ever
told me was that I was born in Fgland and
shortly after my birth had been adopted by
hia sister, who had lost her own ehild and her
husband; that I was taken to Spain, where
he held a position under the S8panish Gov-
ernment, and that when the period of his
service was over he came to the United
Btates and brought me with him,

“He told me that he could give me no
further partioularaat that time, and that it
would not for my happiness to know more.

THOUOHT HIMSELF ILLECITIMATE.

“His peculiar reticence led me to believe
that he was under some vow of secrecy
which he would have broken had he felt the
liberty to do so.

“From this, together with what he had
once told me about being deprived of great
rights, I came to the conclusion that I was
an illegitfmate child, and as this thought
was a painful and humiliating one, I never
again in any conversation with my uncle
referred to the subject, nor did he to me.

“At Georgetown College I passed through
the usual course of study. I then made up
my mind to enter the priesthood; and this
course was warmly indorsed by my uncle,
who had always expressed the hope that I
would joln the Jesuit order, This I did the
latter part of 1808, and I took the first. vows
in October, 1808, at Georgetown College.

UNCLE TRIED TO TELL SECRET ON DEATHBED.

“I remained at that college as a teacher
While I was teaching at George-

ovder my reputed uncle died at the navy
yard, Washington. His illness was sudden,

GEORGE 1V., FROM A PORTRAIT TAKEN WHEN
HFE WAS PRINCE REGENT,

and I was sent for in great haste. He
recognized me when I arrived, and said:
“ ‘James, I have something of the great-
est importance to communicate to you.'
“But in a few minutes he fell into a state

of unconsciousness and never spoke again.”
IN THE ARMY AND NAVY,

James Ord 2d goes on to say t hat he in-
herited about $1,000 from his reputed uncle,
that he gave up the idea of becoming a
priest, left the college and on June 9, 1811,
was appointed a midshipman by the Secre-
tary of the Navy, Paul Hamilton,

After a cruize in the frigate Congress he
found the sea not to his liking, resigned
Aprii 13, 1813, and on the 30th of the
same month was appointed First Lieutenant
in the Thirty-sixth United States infantry
by President Madison. He never knew,
he says, to whom he was indebted for the
appointments, unless it was the Brent family,
his sole acquaintances,

Why, his descendants ask, should James
Ord have received such consideration at the

He was married in 1814, he relates, to
Rebecca Ruth Cresap, a Protestant, much
to the displeasure of the Brents, gave up
soldiering in 1815, held various government
offices until 1850, and in 1858 left for Califor-
nia on the steamer George Law. He pur-
suea his story:

HINTS IN OLD | ETTPRS

*In 1830 I came into posaession of & pack-
age of old letters and papers which had
belonged to my reputed uncle, and which
sinoe his death had been in the posseasion of
his executor, Mr. William Brent. From
these papers I first learned something
definite about my reputed uncle's life and
family.

“I very much hoped that I might find in
them some clue to my birth and parentage;
but I was greatly disappointed to find only
one letter which was addressed to him in |
the United States—that from the Rev. M. E.
Coen, whom I had heard my uncle say was
his parish priest in London.

“It might seem from an expression in this |
letter that Mr. Coen knew I wasr not Mary |
Ord's child, a8 he says: ;

“Let me know how your sistar i, and |
whether the child be living.'

“It would be more natural to write ‘her' |
child instead of ‘the' child.

“There was also a letter from a Mr. Joy |
Castle of London, addressed to Bilhoa, |
Spain, in whioh inquiries are made for
James Ord's mother and sister, but there
is no reference to a child.”

James Ord says that he often saw his
unole receive letters from England, but
sinoe all he found were the Joy Castle
and the Coen letter he began to suspect
that the old man had destroyed the others
for fear they might throw light on his birth
and parentage. The narrative continues:

SUSPECTS HIS PARENTAGE,

“In 1888 I firet read an aococount of the
marriage of the Prinoe of Wales and Mrs, |
Fitzherbert, and also that she was rumored |
to be enceinte.

“1 also read that the English Ambassador

| to the Court of Spain about that time was |

| and his mother and sister evidently were

Mr. Allyne Fitzherbert. | was sent to |
8pain, a Catholic country, where Mr. Fitz- |
herbert was the English Ambassador.
Whether I was taken to Spain by the Ords
or was given to them thero I know not.
“The date, however, of their going to
Spain is & year after the marriage of Mrs.
Fitzherbert and the Prince. James Ord went
to Bilbao about the 1st of November, 1786,

there in January, 1787. The date of the
m'h'.t me. 1788, Oﬂr-pond.d

with my ege, 8s nearly as I knew it, for my | ch

unole once told me he did not know the
exaot date of my birth.

“In the latter part of the year 1700, war
being immivent between England and
Spain, Mr. Fitzherbert was recalled, and
the Orde left Spain for the United States, "

Here the granddaughter of James Ord
notes that g Baltimore newspaper of Deocem-
ber 9, announcing the arrival of the ship
Sampson, which salled with Bishop Carroll
from (ravesend, October 9, 1700, and In all
probability brought the Ords, states in an
ite § of foreign Intelligence: )

On October 4 the English Cabinet held a
sacret session, which did not break up until
30'clock In the morning, after which a special
messenger was instantly despatched with
letters of recall to Mr. Allyne Fitzherbert,
the English  Ambassador to the Bpanish
Court--war now being oonsidered certaln
between the two countries.

QUESTIONS THE REV. MB, MATTHEW K.

James Ord 2d then goes on to say that
these olroumstances led him to suppose
he was a child of Mrs. Fitzherbert that had
been sent out of England for political rea-
sons, Knowing the Rev. William Matthews
to have been in the confldence of his re-
puted uncle, he went to him, related what
he knew, even to his reputed uncle's strange
statements about his birth, and begged
for light. Of this effort to obtain light on
his birth his narrative relates the follow-
ing result:

“Father Matthews then admitted that
my reputed uncle had spoken to him many
times on the subject of my birth, and had
asked his advice about telling me what he
knew. He sald he was very much troubled
between his promise of secrecy and his
duty toward me, and that the last day of
his life he had sent for me, intending to
tell me all, but that I arrived too late,

“Father Matthews said that he had always
counselled agalnst telling me, first because
he thought I was too young, and, after
I entered the Society of Jesus, becaure he
thought it would only serve to unsettle my
mind from the religious life and could do
me no possible good.

“Now, however, that I had entered the
seoular life, Father Matthews said he would
tell me what my uncle had told him, as he
believed he was only carrying out his wish
in doing ro.

“He said, however, that my uncle really
knew very little—only that I was a child
of one of the rons of George III., and he
(James Ord) thought it probable that it
was the Prince of Wales, as he had ob-
tained the position in Spain for him; and
also that the negotiations for my transfer to
the Ords were carried on by Lord Farmer.*

The narrative concludes:

“I then told Father Matthews that I
thought the probabilities were that I was
the child of Mrs. Fitzherbert and the Prince
of Wales, to which he replied that he had
heard this stated by others, but he did not

say by whom.
“Father Matthews and Bishop (later
Arohbishop) Carroll were both Jesuits

and intimate friends.
MRS. FITZHERBERT SILENT.

“Father Matthews then advised me to
write to Mrs. Fitzherbert, who was rtill
living. This I did, and submitted the let-
ter to him. He suggested some few altera-
tionm and I rewrote it (under date of No-
vember 8, 1833), at his house, and then
carried it to the State Department ad-
dressed to Mrs. Fitzherbert, under ocover
to Aaron Vail, Esq., to be by him trans-
mitted to Mrs. Fitzberbert. I never learned
whether Mrs. Fitzherbert received it, nor
did 1 ever receive any information what-
ever about it.”

A few additional slucidations and notes
remain to be presented. It is known that
John Carroll, Robert Brent, his brother
William, and Notley Young, who after-
ward paid for James Ord's tuition at George-
town, were intimate friends and wera

| all educated together in France. The Brenis

married sisters of Bishop Carroll.

Notley Young later sent to St. Omer bhis
mon, who in 1804 was a teacher at George-
town. It has already been stated that
John Carroll was intimate with Mrs., Fitz-
herbert's family.

THE JESUIT TRADITION.

Furthermore, in the “Centenary History
of Georgetown College,” published in 1801
under the auspices of the college, we find
on page 20 the statement that “James
Ord, son of George IV. and his lawful wife
Mrs. Fitzherbert, was enrolled among the
students in the year 1800."

When Pacificus Ord, James Ord’s eldest
son, saw this he wrote to the president of
the college to inquire whether there were
any documentary proofs of the stats-
ments in the oollege archives. To this the
president replied that it has alwavs been
a tradition in the oollege that James Ord
was the gon of tha Prince of Wales and
Mrs. Fitzherbert, and that the more ha
questioned the older fathers of the society
the more positive the tradition appeared
to have been. Later he told a grand-
daughter of James Ord that there is a
further tradition that Notley Young was
supplied with funds fo defray the educa-
tion of James Ord by the British Miniater
at Washington.

THE ANSWER MAY RE AT COUTTS'S,

One other point remains. In 1804 James
Ord's granddaughter wrote to Charles
lLangdale, son of the author of the “Memoira
of Mrs, Fitzherbert," sayving that Father
Curley, a priest at Georgetown had stated
that Jameas Ord was the son of Mrs. Fitz-
herbert and the Prince of Wales and arking
if Mr. Langdale (a relative of the lady)
had ever heard any tradition in his family
that Mrs. Fitzherbert had a child.

In replying Mr. Langdale encloged a
letter addressed to himself, under date of
April 16, 1804, from Basil Fitzherbert of
Swynnerton Park, Staffordshire, the prea-
ent head of the Fitzherbert family, saying:

“» & * Jcannotgive vouany information

to assist you in answering Mrs. P.'s lettér.

| The mystery (if mystery there be) of issus

of Mrs. Fitzherbert's marriage I8 probably
hidden in Coutts's bank. It hasalways been
thought that there was a child, but it seems
strange that in such case the mother should
have left all her personalty between Mra.
Damer [her adopted daughter] and Miss
Smythe [Mrs. E. Stafford Jerningham|, mak-
ing no provision direotly for her own off-
epring® * * '

“Fr. Curley’s letter points strongly to the
oconclusion that James Ord may have been
their ochild. But it is only founded on a
‘statement’ unauthenticated after all.”

It is perhaps worth adding that the
chronique scandrleuse of the period piotured
Mrs. Fitzherbert as the mother and as
about to become the mother of the Prinoce's
ohild. Also, the Jesuits believed James Ord

| to be legitimate, or they could not have

admitted him to their order, as his grand-
daughter afterward learned in the offios of
the General of the Jesuits.

Questions that arise from this mass of
data are:

Why did Mrs, Fitrherbert decline to note
wlg(her or n&t -h%hkr[ asue?

'hy wae this ohild of obsoure, humble
folk under the patronage of the most promi-
nent Catholics in America?

Why the ease In obtaining un.oé!ght com-
mlqﬂmo e American army and navy?
Wh fd Notley Young pay his tuiclon
v% fs unole was living
y the l-;g&erbm family tradition that
by - it J' Ord was not the ehild
. e A
of George 17. ad e, Fitaherbert, ™
11d was he?
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